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DETAILED ACTION 

This communication is in response to the application filed on 7/29/2003. Claims 1-20 
are pending. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 15-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 15-20 recite "computer program 
product" and are drawn to software which is not a statutory category of invention. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 5, 6-8, and 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over "Who's Afraid of Lifetime Electronic Medical Records?" by Shabo et 
al. in view of "Workflow - Replacing Flexbuilder and Alerts for Oracle Applications" by 



Tate. 
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3. As to claim 1, Shabo discloses a method for managing at least one patient 
record, each patient record including patient information, the method comprising: 

receiving, into a patient processor, patient information for a patient record; storing 
the received patient information (Shabo page 6); 

determining, from an administrator processor, whether to accept or reject the 
patient information (Shabo page 6 and 7 and figure 2 and 3); and 

storing the patient information in an electronic database if the patient information 
is accepted (Shabo page 6 and 7 and figure 2 and 3). 

However, Shabo does not explicitly teach that the received patient information is 
stored in a queue. Tate teaches a method wherein: 

receiving, into a processor, information for a record; storing the received 
information in a queue (Tate "Workflow Overview" section step 1 "The employee enters 
an expense report into the system" wherein a queue is a group of "notifications" see 
"Workflow Terms" section); 

determining, from an administrator processor, whether to accept or reject the 
information in the queue (Tate "Workflow Overview" section step 3); and 

storing the information in an electronic database if the information is accepted 
(Tate "Overview" section step 4). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the medical record bank system of Shabo with the determination of 
accepting or rejecting information entered in a queue of Tate since the combination 
would improve the ability of the individual to accept or reject multiple records so that 
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medical records could be more tightly monitored insuring better privacy and record 
integrity. 

4. As to claim 5, see the discussion of claim 1 , additionally Shabo discloses a 
method wherein storing the received patient information comprises storing the received 
patient information located remote from the patient processor across a network (Shabo 
page 6 wherein a network is the internet as in Figure 2), wherein determining whether to 
accept or reject the patient information comprises determining, from an administrator 
processor located remote from the patient processor across the network, whether to 
accept or reject the patient information, and wherein storing the patient information 
comprises storing the patient information in an electronic database located remote from 
the patient processor across the network (Shabo page 6 and 7 and figure 2 and 3). 

However, Shabo does not explicitly teach that the received patient information is 
stored in a queue. Tate teaches information stored in a queue (Tate "Workflow 
Overview" section step 1 . "The employee enters an expense report into the system" 
wherein a queue is a group of "notifications" see "Workflow Terms" section). 

5. As to claim 6, see the discussion of claim 1 , additionally, Shabo discloses a 
method further comprising: 

accessing, from the patient processor, a patient record from the electronic 
database, wherein receiving patient information comprises receiving at least one 
modification to at least a portion of the patient information in the accessed patient 
record (Shabo pages 6 and 7). 
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6. As to claim 7, see the discussion of claim 1 , additionally, Shabo discloses a 
method further comprising: 

accessing insurance claim information associated with a patient record (Shabo 
page 6). 

7. As to claim 8, Shabo discloses a system for managing at least one patient 
record, each patient record including patient information, the system comprising: 

a patient processor capable of receiving patient information for a patient record, 
wherein the patient processor is capable of storing the received patient information 
[Shabo page 6); 

an administrator processor coupled to the patient processor across a network, 
wherein the administrator processor is capable of receiving a determination whether to 
accept or reject the patient information {Shabo page 6 and 7 and figure 2 and 3); and 

an electronic database coupled to the administrator processor, wherein the 
electronic database is capable of storing the patient information if the patient information 
is accepted {Shabo page 6 and 7 and figure 2 and 3). 

However, Shabo does not explicitly teach that the received patient information is 
stored in a queue. Tate teaches a system wherein: 

a processor capable of receiving information for a record, wherein the processor 
is capable of storing the received information in a queue {Tate "Workflow Overview" 
section step 1 "The employee enters an expense report into the system" wherein a 
queue is a group of "notifications" see "Workflow Terms" section); 
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an administrator processor coupled to the processor across a network, wherein 
the administrator processor is capable of receiving a determination whether to accept or 
reject the information in the queue (Tate "Workflow Overview" section step 3); and 

an electronic database coupled to the administrator processor, wherein the 
electronic database is capable of storing the information if the information is accepted 
[Tate "Overview" section step 4). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the medical record bank system of Shabo with the determination of 
accepting or rejecting information entered in a queue of Tate since the combination 
would improve the ability of the individual to accept or reject multiple records so that 
medical records could be more tightly monitored insuring better privacy and record 
integrity. 

8. As to claim 12, see the discussion of claim 8, additionally Shabo discloses a 
system further comprising the information, wherein the information is located remote 
from the patient processor across the network, and wherein the electronic database is 
located remote from the patient processor across the network {Shabo page 6 and 7 and 
figure 2 and 3). 

However, Shabo does not explicitly teach that the received patient information is 
stored in a queue. Tate teaches information stored in a queue (Tate "Workflow 
Overview" section step 1 . "The employee enters an expense report into the system" 
wherein a queue is a group of "notifications" see "Workflow Terms" section) 
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9. As to claim 13, see the discussion of claim 8, additionally Shabo discloses a 
system wherein the electronic database is capable of storing at least one patient record, 
wherein the patient processor is capable of accessing a patient record from the 
electronic database, and thereafter receiving patient information including at least one 
modification to at least a portion of the patient information in the accessed patient 
record {Shabo pages 6 and 7). 

1 0. As to claim 14, see the discussion of claim 8, additionally Shabo discloses a 
system wherein the electronic database is capable of storing insurance claim 
information associated with at least one patient record, and wherein the patient 
processor is capable of accessing the insurance claim information associated with at 
least one patient record (Shabo pages 6). 
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1 1 . Claim 2 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shabo in view of Tate in further view of U.S. Patent No. 6,430,608 to Shaio. 

12. As to claim 2, Shabo and Tate in combination disclose the method substantially 
as claimed in claim 1; however, the references do not explicitly teach deleting the 
rejected information from the queue. Shaio discloses a method further comprising: 

deleting the information from the queue, wherein the information is deleted from 
the queue after determining whether to accept or reject the information if the information 
is rejected, and after storing the patient information if the information is accepted {Shaio 
column 5 lines 60-67 and column 6 lines 1-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the patient information queue of Shabo and Tate with the deletion of 
rejected information from a queue of Shaio since the combination would improve 
system recourses by freeing up disk space by removing unnecessary information. 

As to claim 9, Shabo and Tate in combination disclose the system substantially 
as claimed in claim 8; however, the references do not explicitly teach deleting the 
rejected information from the queue. Shaio discloses a system wherein the 
administrator processor is also capable of deleting the patient information from the 
queue after receiving the determination if the patient information is rejected, and after 
storing the patient information if the patient information is accepted {Shaio column 5 
lines 60-67 and column 6 lines 1-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the patient information queue of Shabo and Tate with the deletion of 
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rejected information from a queue of Shaio since the combination would improve 
system recourses by freeing up disk space by removing unnecessary information. 
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13. Claim 3 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shabo in view of Tate in further view of U.S. Patent No. 6,047,259 to Campbell et al. 

14. As to claim 3, Shabo and Tate in combination disclose the method substantially 
as claimed in claim 1 ; however, the references do not explicitly teach that accepting or 
rejecting patient information is based upon a verification. 

Campbell discloses a method further comprising: verifying the patient information 
before determining whether to accept or reject the patient information, wherein 
determining whether to accept or reject the patient information is based upon the 
verification ( Campbell figure 8, column 2 lines 65-67, and column 16 lines 15-29). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the method of Shabo and Tate with Campbell since a verification of 
information improves the reliability of information stored in the system. 

15. As to claim 10, Shabo and Tate in combination disclose the system substantially 
as claimed in claim 8; however, the references do not explicitly teach that accepting or 
rejecting patient information is based upon a verification. 

Campbell discloses a system wherein the administrator processor is capable of 
driving a display to present the received patient information such that the received 
patient information can be verified before the administrator processor receives the 
determination ( Campbell figures 8 and 1, column 2 lines 65-67, and column 16 lines 15- 
29). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Shabo and Tate with Campbell since a verification of 
information improves the reliability of information stored in the system. 

16. Claim 4 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shabo in view of Tate in further view of U.S. Patent Application 2002/009531 5 to Redel. 

17. As to claim 4, Shabo and Tate in combination disclose the method substantially 
as claimed in claim 1 ; however, the references do not explicitly teach an electronic 
confirmation system. 

Redel discloses a method wherein the electronic database is capable of storing 
at least one patient record including patient information having at least one 
appointment, and wherein the method further comprises: 

accessing at least one appointment from patient information in a patient record 
stored in the electronic database {Redel paragraphs [0015]-[0017]); and 

electronically confirming the at least one appointment {Redel paragraphs [0015]- 
[0017]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary still in the art to include in the 
patient information storage system of Shabo and Tate an electronic appointment 
confirmation system as taught by Redel since the claimed invention is merely a 
combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
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18. As to claim 14, Shabo and Tate in combination disclose the system substantially 
as claimed in claim 8; however, the references do not explicitly teach an electronic 
confirmation system. 

Redel discloses a system wherein the electronic database is capable of storing 
appointment information associated with at least one patient record and wherein the 
patient processor is capable of accessing the at least one of appointment information 
{Redel paragraphs [0015]-[0017]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary still in the art to include in the 
patient information storage system of Shabo and Tate an electronic appointment 
confirmation system as taught by Redel since the claimed invention is merely a 
combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
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19. Claims 15 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shabo in view of Tate in further view of U.S. Patent No. 6,272,472 to Danneels et 
al. 

20. As to claim 15, Shabo discloses a computer program product for managing at 
least one patient record, each patient record including patient information, the computer 
program product 

comprising: 

an portion for receiving, into a patient processor, patient information for a patient 
record (Shabo page 6); 

an portion for storing the received patient information {Shabo page 6); 

an executable portion for receiving a determination, from an administrator 
processor, whether to accept or reject the patient information {Shabo page 6 and 7 and 
figure 2 and 3); and 

an executable portion for storing the patient information in an electronic 
database if the patient information is accepted (Shabo page 6 and 7 and figure 2 and 3). 

However, Shabo does not explicitly teach that the received patient information is 
stored in a queue. Tate teaches a system wherein: 

an executable portion for receiving, into a processor, information for a record 
(Tate "Workflow Overview" section step 1 "The employee enters an expense report into 
the system" wherein a queue is a group of "notifications" see "Workflow Terms" 
section); 
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an executable portion for storing the received information in a queue (Tate 
"Workflow Overview" section step 1 ); 

an executable portion for receiving a determination, from an administrator 
processor, whether to accept or reject the information in the queue [Tate "Workflow 
Overview" section step 3); and 

an executable portion for storing the patient information in an electronic 
database if the patient information is accepted (Tate "Overview" section step 4). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the medical record bank system of Shabo with the determination of 
accepting or rejecting information entered in a queue of Tate since the combination 
would improve the ability of the individual to accept or reject multiple records so that 
medical records could be more tightly monitored insuring better privacy and record 
integrity. 

However the references do not explicitly teach a computer-readable storage 
medium having computer readable program code portions stored therein. Danneels, 
teaches a computer-implemented method realized as one or more programs 
[executable codes] on a computer (see column 2, lines 40-46 of Danneels) In addition, 
Danneels teaches that the programs are storable on a computer-readable medium such 
as a floppy disk or a CD-ROM (see column 2, lines 46-49 of Danneels). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate 
this feature into the method of Shabo and Tate as one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to incorporate this feature for the purpose of distribution and 
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installation and execution of the software on another computer (see column 7, lines 46- 
49 of Danneels). 

21 . As to claim 19, see the discussion of claim 15, additionally, Shabo discloses A 
computer program product comprising: 

an executable portion for accessing, from the patient processor, a patient record 
from the electronic database, wherein the first executable portion receives patient 
information comprising at least one modification to at least a portion of the patient 
information in the accessed patient record {Shabo pages 6 and 7). 

22. As to claim 20, see the discussion of claim 15, additionally Shabo further 
discloses a computer program product further comprising: 

an executable portion for accessing insurance claim information associated with a 
patient record (Shabo pages 6). 



Application/Control Number: 10/629,495 Page 16 

Art Unit: 4156 

23. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shabo 
in view of Tate in further view of Danneels in further view of Shaio. 

24. As to claim 16, Shabo, Tate, and Danneels in combination disclose the system 
substantially as claimed in claim 15; however, the references do not explicitly teach 
deleting the rejected information from the queue. Shaio discloses a system further 
comprising: 

a portion for deleting the patient information from the queue after determining 
whether to accept or reject the patient information if the patient information is rejected, 
and after storing the patient information if the patient information is accepted {Shaio 
column 5 lines 60-67 and column 6 lines 1-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the patient information queue of Shabo and Tate with the deletion of 
rejected information from a queue of Shaio since the combination would improve 
system recourses by freeing up disk space by removing unnecessary information. 
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25. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shabo 
in view of Tate in further view of Danneels in further view of Campbell. 

26. As to claim 17, Shabo, Tate, and Danneels in combination disclose the system 
substantially as claimed in claim 15; however, the references do not explicitly teach 
accepting or rejecting patient information is based upon a verification. 

Campbell discloses a computer program further comprising: 
an executable portion driving a display to present the received patient information 
such that the received patient information can be verified before the third executable 
portion receives the determination (Campbell figures 8 and 1, column 2 lines 65-67, and 
column 16 lines 15-29). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Shabo and Tate with Campbell since a verification of 
information improves the reliability of information stored in the system. 



Application/Control Number: 10/629,495 Page 18 

Art Unit: 4156 

27. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shabo 
in view of Tate in further view of Danneels in further view of Redel. 

28. As to claim 18, Shabo, Tate, and Danneels in combination disclose the system 
substantially as claimed in claim 15; however, the references do not explicitly teach an 
electronic confirmation system. 

Redel discloses a computer program wherein the computer program further 
comprises: 

an executable portion for accessing at least one appointment from the patient 
information in a patient record stored in the electronic database {Redel paragraphs 
[0015]-[0017]); and 

an executable portion for receiving a confirmation of the at least one appointment 
(Redel paragraphs [0015]-[0017]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary still in the art to include in the 
patient information storage system of Shabo and Tate an electronic appointment 
confirmation system as taught by Redel since the claimed invention is merely a 
combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eliza Squires whose telephone number is (571)270- 
7052. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 8 am - 4 pm 
Eastern Standard Time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Kyle can be reached on 571-272-6746. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



IE. S.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 4156 
12/2/08 

/Charles R. Kyle/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4156 



